into error but to conduct us to truth. And this proof gives the reason of all the others. It shows, by the analysis of the thinking-machine, the necessity for belief, the goodness of the Cause, and the harmony between beliefs and events.
As to the nature of the soul, I, first of all, separate Consciousness from the thinking ego. Alone, it is attached to the nervous system, it is that evreXe^eta of the body of which Aristotle speaks. Consciousness, which observes it, has no position and no extension; it is attached to no organ. Do spiritualists go as far as I do on this matter ?
As for the thinking ego, I own that, whilst distinguishing it from pure matter, I closely unite it to the body. But is there a philosopher who does not likewise ? Does any one doubt that the alterations of the nerves and of the brain alter the faculty of feeling 1 Is there a spiritualist, save Malebranche, who believes that after the destruction of the body we may still have sensations of cold and heat, red and blue, sweetness and bitterness ? Every one admits that the soul is united to the body. My thesis states precisely in what way and up to what point; it is because it marks the junction that it can mark the separation ; it is because I say with Aristotle that the thinking ego is the eVTeXe^eio, of the nervous system that I can say with Descartes that Consciousness, or pure Thought, has nothing in common with the body.
These explanations will be developed and made clearer if the Faculty does me the honour of hearing me in support of rny theses. Materialism and scepticism seern to me not
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